
 
 
Patricia M. French 
Senior Attorney      300 Friberg Parkway 

Westborough, Massachusetts 01581 
       (508) 836-7394 
       (508) 836-7039 (facsimile) 
       pfrench@nisource.com
 
       August 24, 2005 
 
BY OVERNIGHT DELIVERY AND E-FILE 
 
Mary L. Cottrell, Secretary 
Department of Telecommunications and Energy 
One South Station 
Boston, MA  02110 
 
Re: Bay State Gas Company, D.T.E. 05-27
 
Dear Ms. Cottrell: 
 

Enclosed for filing, on behalf of Bay State Gas Company (“Bay State”), please find Bay 
State’s responses to the following Record Requests:  

From the Attorney General: 
 
RR-AG-72  RR-AG-77  RR-AG-78  RR-AG-92 
 
RR-AG-96  RR-AG-98 
 
 
From the Department:  
 
RR-DTE-153   RR-DTE-167 
 
 
From the USWA: 
 
RR-USWA-10 (Supp.) RR-USWA-11  RR-USWA-13 
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Please do not hesitate to telephone me with any questions whatsoever. 
 
 Very truly yours, 
 
 

 
       Patricia M. French 
 
 
 
cc:   Per Ground Rules Memorandum issued June 13, 2005: 

 
Paul E. Osborne, Assistant Director – Rates and Rev. Requirements Div. (1 copy) 
A. John Sullivan, Rates and Rev. Requirements Div. (4 copies) 
Andreas Thanos, Assistant Director, Gas Division (1 copy) 
Alexander Cochis, Assistant Attorney General (4 copies) 
Service List (1 electronic copy) 



COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS 
DEPARTMENT OF TELECOMMUNICATIONS AND ENERGY 

 
RESPONSE OF BAY STATE GAS COMPANY TO  

RECORD REQUESTS FROM THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 
D.T.E. 05-27 

 
Date: August 24, 2005 

 
Responsible: Danny G. Cote, General Manager 

 

RR-AG-72: Provide a detailed ROR analysis in List Item 8 on Revised 
Attachment DTE-3-22, page 215 to include the future revenue 
anticipated at the time the project was conceived that provided the 
12 percent rate of return; and the detail actual costs of mains, 
services, overheads and meters for the project ID S99D1091.  

 
Response:   Please see Attachment RR-AG-72, page 1 of 22, for a detailed ROR 

analysis for List Item 8 on the Attachment DTE-3-22  Revised and 
the future revenue amount anticipated at the time the project was 
conceived.  Please see Attachment RR-AG-72, page 2 for a project 
summary and page 3 through page 22, for the Work Order 
Management System (“WOMS”) Work Order Cost Detail reports for 
the main costs and the Asset Management AM610 report for 
average service costs data. 
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COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS 
DEPARTMENT OF TELECOMMUNICATIONS AND ENERGY 

 
RESPONSE OF BAY STATE GAS COMPANY TO  

RECORD REQUESTS FROM THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 
D.T.E. 05-27 

 
Date: August 24, 2005 

 
Responsible: Stephen H. Bryant, President 

 

RR-AG-77: RR-AG-7 provided a copy of a previous operational services agreement 
between Bay State and Northern Utilities.  The 2003 redlined document 
referenced a Schedule A, which was not included with the submittal.  If 
any attachments or schedules were a part of this document, please 
provide them, or indicate that there are none.   

 
 
Response: Attachment RR-AG-77 is a copy of the Operational Services Agreement 

Between Bay State Gas Company and Northern Utilities, Inc. 
(“Agreement”), as filed with the Department under cover of a letter 
dated April 25, 2003 (filing letter included).  Schedule A of the 
Operational Services Agreement (see Attachment RR-AG-77, page 6 of 
16) contains lists: (1) operational services available under the 
Agreement; (2) methods for charging for the operational services 
provided and (3) miscellaneous terms and conditions.   
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COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS 
DEPARTMENT OF TELECOMMUNICATIONS AND ENERGY 

 
RESPONSE OF BAY STATE GAS COMPANY TO  

RECORD REQUESTS FROM THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 
D.T.E. 05-27 

 
Date: August 24, 2005 

 
Responsible: Stephen H. Bryant, President 

 

RR-AG-78: Attachment DTE-1-20(b) and Attachment DTE-1-20(c), dated February 
20, 1998, and September 23, 1998 respectively, represent lease 
agreements with Fleet Capital for approximately 32,000 automated 
meter reading units from Itron.  Confirm that the units were actually 
placed in service, and indicate the ownership of the units.  

 
 
Response: The units were carried on the Company’s books as construction work in 

progress until a significant number had been installed and placed in 
service.  At that point, the units were removed from the Company’s 
books when the units were sold to Fleet and leased back to the 
Company.  The sale to Fleet was made at the book value of the units. 

 
 
 
 
 



COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS 
DEPARTMENT OF TELECOMMUNICATIONS AND ENERGY 

 
RESPONSE OF BAY STATE GAS COMPANY TO  

RECORD REQUESTS FROM THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 
D.T.E. 05-27 

 
Date: August 24, 2005 

 
Responsible: John E. Skirtich, Consultant (Revenue Requirements) 

 
 
RR-AG-092: Regarding response to DTE-6-13, provide the 2004 amount of fixed rent 

and lease expense. 
 
 
Response: Table RR-AG-092 below lists the major components of lease expense as 

shown in DTE-6-13. 
 
 

TABLE RR-AG-092 
 

Item Amount
 ($) 

  
Westborough lease costs – Net of sub lease 1,020,420 
  
Meter reading devices (ITRON primarily) 1,895,639 
  
LNG Facilities 846,260 
  
Leased Microwave lines 663,791 
  
Other lease rent expense 671,096
  
Total 5,097,206 

   
  

The Westborough building, the meter reading devices and the LNG 
facilities are tied to long-term leases with step up clauses.   Specially, the 
LNG facilities have a step up in May 2006, the Westborough building in 
July 2006, and the meter reading devices over the next several years. 

 The remaining lease expense is based on short-term agreements and 
generally driven by variable charges and turnover of equipment leased.       



COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS 
DEPARTMENT OF TELECOMMUNICATIONS AND ENERGY 

 
RESPONSE OF BAY STATE GAS COMPANY TO  

RECORD REQUESTS FROM THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 
D.T.E. 05-27 

 
Date: August 24, 2005 

 
Responsible: Danny G. Cote, Manager 

 

RR-AG-96: If available, produce a copy of one of the system maps (circa 1970-1971), 
which was scanned into the Company’s imaging system. 

 
 
Response: The Brockton Division mapping system was set up in the 1971 – 1972 

time frame. 
. 
 In 1990 all of the maps were scanned into a database that supports the 

CAD (computer aided drafting) system currently being used, and these 
maps are periodically updated. 

 
 See Attachments RR-AG-96 (A) and (B) for copies of two Brockton 

Division maps. 
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COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS 
DEPARTMENT OF TELECOMMUNICATIONS AND ENERGY 

 
RESPONSE OF BAY STATE GAS COMPANY TO  

RECORD REQUESTS FROM THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 
D.T.E. 05-27 

 
Date: August 24, 2005 

 
Responsible: John E. Skirtich, Consultant (Revenue Requirements)  

 

RR-AG-98: Provide the amount of the service-company rents that are fixed and 
included in the 2004 cost of service. 

 
 
Response: Table RR-AG-98 below lists the major components of service-company 

rents. The I/C Office Space is tied to a long-term lease. The other items 
vary monthly and subject to price increases based on replacements, 
upgrades and turnover even though they are generally tied to a fixed, 
more short-term agreement.  

 
 

Table RR-AG-98 
 

 
 

 

Item Amount
 ($) 
  

I/C Office Space 1,347,833
Rents Other - Includes Cell Phones and Pages 502,179
Electronic Data Processing 354,375
Transportation (autos and aircraft) 84,039
Office Machines and Furnishings 7,895
Buildings & Land 6,202
 

2,302,522

 
 
  



 
 

COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS 
DEPARTMENT OF TELECOMMUNICATIONS AND ENERGY 

 
RESPONSE OF BAY STATE GAS COMPANY TO  

RECORD REQUESTS FROM THE D.T.E. 
D.T.E. 05-27 

 
Date: August 24, 2005 

 
Responsible: Danny G. Cote, General Manager 

 

RR-DTE-153: Provide incremental costs in DTE-3-21 for List No. 11, 16, 29, 30, 36, 42, 43, 44, 68, 
79, 85, 95, 96, 98, 101 and 106. 

 
 

Response:   Bay State has consistently used the least cost pipe size and material that met the 
present and anticipated future requirements of the specific system design need when 
constructing its replacement main facilities.  The Company made this determination 
based on its extensive operating experience and a full understanding of all of the 
various considerations that go into maintaining a safe, reliable, and cost effective 
natural gas distribution infrastructure over the long term.  In addition, the Company 
replaced only the portion of each section of its system that was necessary to maintain 
service.  Further, it should also be recognized that Bay State’s facilities replacement 
practices did not always result in the Company realizing the maximum potential 
capacity possible, but rather resulted in the best overall value for ratepayers based on 
the Company’s estimate of present and future system needs.  In addition, the 
Company has demonstrated the prudence of these main replacement investments in 
the design and installation of its facilities as illustrated by it’s success in reliably 
delivering natural gas to its customers under the more than peak demand weather 
conditions that were experienced in Massachusetts on January 16, 2004.  Therefore, 
all of the main replacement investments Bay State has made in its system (including all 
of the examples shown below) should be included in the Company’s plant in service 
and fully recovered as part of this rate case. 
 
The following is a list of the common considerations the Company takes into account 
when designing replacement main facilities.  Included are certain reasons why like-for-
like size and material replacement are either not optimal (or in some cases even 
possible).  In addition, Bay State also explains why it is prudent to build in necessary 
long-term system capacity during main replacement construction, including additional 
facilities as necessary, to increase system peak day capacity. 
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1. Standard industry practice is that, when replacing main facilities for (1) municipal 

improvement, (2) main replacements for safety and reliability, or (3) main replacements 
for any other cause, local distribution companies (“LDCs”) should replace these 
facilities with sufficient capacity to meet future anticipated demand.  This is because 
the cost of construction (typically between $55.00 and $150.00 per foot) is so great, 
and the excavation in the city streets and state highways is so disruptive to the public, 
that LDCs do not want to be faced with replacing facilities sooner than necessary due 
to inadequate capacity or too narrow an assessment of system load growth.  
 
In addition, when main replacement work is done in conjunction with municipal road 
work, then replacement costs to the LDC are typically much less than they otherwise 
would be.  This is because the amount of pavement restoration needed to complete the 
LDC’s work, which is a very expensive component of the total job, is usually much less 
than it otherwise would be. 
 
In sum, prudent and responsible LDCs must be proactive in designing these very 
expensive replacement facilities to supply anticipated future loads, because over time 
the costs to future customers would be much greater than otherwise necessary.  The 
Company’s main replacement strategy simply recognizes the basic economic principle 
that it is less expensive to do a job once than it would be to do it twice, particularly if 
the cause for having to do the job a second time is because the first design wasn’t 
robust enough to meet reasonable expectations of future load requirements. 

 
2. Incremental capacity through pipe enlargement is very inexpensive if done at the time 

of main replacement construction.  For example, the incremental portion of a main 
replacement job (i.e., the portion of the total project costs related to pipe size and type) 
associated with replacing 4” bare steel with 4” coated, cathodically protected steel 
(which would be like-for-like replacement) is $16.31 per foot. The cost of performing 
this same replacement with 8” polyethelene is $17.09, a difference of $0.78 cents per 
foot. However, in terms of incremental system delivery capacity, the incremental 
investment of $0.78 cents per foot to purchase and install 8” polyethelene pipe 
produces two and one half times more system capacity than the 4” size-for-size 
replacement would produce. 

 
3. Steel pipe is more expensive both to purchase and to install than the same diameter 

(or in many cases even larger diameter) polyethelene pipe, but also has more 
throughput capacity, because steel-piping systems can operate at higher pressures 
than polyethelene piping systems. For example, a 4” high-density polyethelene main at 
99 PSI (it’s maximum allowable operating pressure under current federal code) can 
deliver 202,934 cubic feet per hour (“CFH”) of gas, while a 4” steel main at 200 PSI 
(well below it’s maximum allowable distribution pressure) can deliver 476,542 CFH, an 
increase in capacity of roughly 235%. 
 
If LDCs, including Bay State, were to simply replace existing pipe with either the same 
type or same size of pipe (e.g., replace 2” bare steel pipe with new 2” coated 
cathodically protected pipe, or 4” bare steel with 4” coated steel pipe), then both the 
overall system cost and system capacity would be much greater than that which is 
actually occurring.  However, recognizing the tradeoffs of capacity and cost in their 
systems, responsible operators design with the best mix of steel pipe where necessary 
to achieve higher operating pressures and more capacity, and polyethelene pipe to 
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capture lower installation costs where the system can accommodate lower pressures, 
with both designs producing the best overall result for customers. 
 
So by following Bay State’s current design practice of replacing bare steel (or cast iron) 
systems with an intelligent mix of same size polyethelene, larger diameter 
polyethelene, and occasionally, larger diameter coated steel, the Company provides 
it’s ratepayers the greatest system safety and reliability at the best cost. 

 
4. For cast iron replacement projects, either steel or plastic must be used as a 

replacement material.  Since 1970, federal code has prohibited the use of new cast 
iron installations in distribution systems.  In addition, MA CMR 220 requires that any 
cast iron that is undermined by construction, either by being crossed (excavated under) 
or by parallel trenching that may produce ground movement that could affect the cast 
iron, must be replaced. 
 
All calculations used to determine the appropriate replacement pipe type and size for 
purposes of responding to RR-DTE-153 are based on today’s incremental costs and 
capacity analysis as provided in RR-DTE-105. These estimates are not adjusted for 
what the incremental cost differences might have been back to 1993, because the 
Company does not have the ability to easily reconstruct pipe and contractor cost 
comparisons from that time, and as a result cannot be totally accurate in assessing 
incremental construction differences.  Further, for the basis of this analysis the current 
incremental cost per foot of new 12” coated, cathodically protected steel, which was 
not previously estimated as part of the Company’s response to RR-DTE-105, is 
estimated to be $46.83 per foot based on recent pipe purchases ($23.33 p\f) and 
installation bids ($23.50 p\f).  
 
Finally, because cast iron and steel are closer material types than cast iron and plastic, 
and because steel has been used in the industry as the standard replacement material 
type for a longer period of time, this estimation comparison assumes that coated steel 
would be the material of choice for comparable estimating purposes when replacing 
cast iron. 
 
The remainder of this response specifically addresses the incremental costs 
associated with the following projects identified in DTE-3-21:  List Nos. 11, 16, 29, 30, 
36, 42, 43, 44, 68, 79, 85, 95, 96, 98, 101 and 106. 
 
 List No. 11  
 
This project is associated with a municipal improvement project that included the 
replacement of 4,190 feet of 6” cast iron main, and 575 feet of 4” wrought iron, with 
3,063 feet of 8” polyethelene and 703 feet of 4” polyethelene respectively. It should 
also be noted that this main was replaced because MA CMR 220 rules require that 
cast iron main potentially impacted by areas of construction must be replaced.  Since 
cast iron is no longer an acceptable material to install in gas systems, the only other 
operational alternatives to compare like-for-like replacement is to use 6” coated steel or 
polyethelene, and for the basis of this analysis coated steel is used as the alternate 
material.  
 
The incremental cost difference for the various segments is as follows: 
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• 6” coated steel (to replace 6” cast iron) vs. the 8” polyethelene that was 
actually used is (minus) –$1.37 per foot or a saving of -$4,205 for this 
portion of the project. 
• 46” coated steel (to replace 4” wrought iron) vs. the 4” polyethelene that 
was actually used is (minus) –$7.99 per foot or a saving of -$5,494 for this 
portion of the project.  
• Further, since the Company did not simply put back all of the footage it 
took out of service it saved the actual average per foot project cost of 
$132.45 per foot or for the 999 feet of main it did not replace, the Company 
reduced the cost of this project by -$132,317. 

 
Therefore, by replacing less expensive polyethelene pipe for steel pipe (which would 
be the case in like-for-like replacement) and by reducing the scope of the project and 
not replacing the total amount of main abandoned, the Company actually saved 
$136,522 compared to type-to-type, size-for-size, and length-for-length replacement. 
 
List No. 16 
 
This project is associated with the replacement of 741 feet of 2” coated steel main with 
1006 feet of 12” and 10” coated steel main. This work was undertaken to tie-in the new 
Sharon Gate Station to the Brockton distribution system to provide an adequate gas 
supply to the Brockton system for peak day needs. 
 
The incremental cost difference for the various segments is as follows: 

 
• 2” coated steel (to replace the coated steel) vs. the 12” coated steel that 
was actually used is $36.31 per foot, or $26,905 for this segment of the 
project. 
• Further, an additional 264 feet of pipe was installed that was not 
considered replacement pipe (to connect to the new gate station) at an 
average cost per foot of $102.99, or a total cost of $27,189.00. 

 
Therefore, the total incremental difference in project cost is $54,094. 
 
List No. 29 
 
This project is associated with the replacement of 2000 feet of 4” cast iron main with 
2000 feet of 8” polyethelene pipe. The purposes for the project included the 
replacement of 1898 Cast Iron and additional capacity to the area. Since cast iron is no 
longer an acceptable material to install in gas systems, the only other operational 
alternatives to compare like-for-like replacement to this would be to either replace the 
cast iron with 4” polyethelene, or 4” coated steel. And for the basis of this analysis the 
comparison is being based on 4” steel as, for the reasons stated it the assumptions, 
steel is the more similar material.  
 
The incremental cost difference for the various segments is as follows: 
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• 4” coated steel (to replace the 4” cast iron) vs. the 8” polyethelene that 
was actually used is $.78 per foot or $1,560 for this project.  

 
Therefore, the total incremental cost difference in this project compared to like-for-like 
replacement (substituting 4” coated steel for 4” cast iron) is $1,560. 
 
List No. 30 
 
This project is associated with the replacement of 3,870” feet of 8” bare steel main with 
3702” feet of 12” coated, cathodically protected main. The purposes for the project 
included the replacement of 8” bare steel, and additional capacity to the area. 
The incremental differences in costs for the various segments is as follows:  
 

• 8” coated steel (to replace 8” bare steel) vs. the cost of 12” coated steel 
that was actually used is $21.15 per foot or $78,297 for this portion of the 
project. 
• Further, by not replacing the total footage of main abandoned, the 
Company saved $38.87 per foot or $6,530 for the project. 

 
Therefore the total incremental cost for 12” coated steel vs. 8” coated steel is $78,371 
for the entire project minus the amount saved by not replacing the 8” steel for the entire 
job which equals $6,530, so the total incremental difference in project cost is $71,841. 
 
List No. 36 
 
This project is associated with the replacement of 650 feet of 2” bare steel, 240 feet of 
4” cast iron, and 140 feet of 6” cast iron with 1,030 feet of 8” polyethelene. The 
purposes for the project included the replacement of the 2”, 4”, & 6” bare steel and cast 
iron, and to add additional capacity to the area. 
 
The incremental differences in costs for the various segments is as follows: 
 

• 2” coated steel (to replace the 2” bare steel) vs. the 8” polyethelene that 
was actually used is $6.57 per foot or $4,270 for this portion of the project. 
• 4” coated steel (to replace 4” cast iron) vs. the 8” polyethelene that was 
actually used is $0.78 per foot or $187.20 for this portion of the project. 
• 6” coated steel (to replace 6” cast iron) vs. the 8” polyethelene that was 
actually used is (minus) -$1.36 per foot or (minus) -$190.40 for this portion 
of the project. 

 
Therefore, the cost difference in replacing this project size-for-size with steel main vs. 
the 8” polyethelene that was actually installed is $4,267. 
 
List No. 42 
 
This project is associated with the replacement of 1,360 of 2” bare steel, and 2,570 feet 
of 4” bare steel with 6,948 of 12” coated, cathodically protected steel. The purposes for 
the project included the replacement of the 2” & 4” bare steel, and to add additional 
capacity to the area. 



Bay State Gas Company’s Response To RR-DTE-153 
D.T.E. 05-27 
Page 6 of 11 

 
 
The incremental differences in costs for the various segments is as follows: 

 
• 2” coated steel (to replace 2” bare steel) vs. the 12” coated steel that 
was actually used is $36.31 per foot or $49,381 for this portion of the project 
• 4” coated steel (to replace 4” bare steel) vs. the 12” coated steel that 
was actually used is $30.52 per foot or $78,436 for this portion of the 
project. 
• Further, an additional 3,018 feet of 12” coated, cathodically protected 
steel was installed to provide sufficient capacity to meet our peak day load 
requirements in the area at a cost of $141.83 per foot or $426,986 for this 
portion of the project. 

 
Therefore the total incremental cost of enlarging the size of the replacement pipe and 
expanding the project length to meet our system needs was $554,803. 
 
List No. 43 
 
This project is associated with the replacement of 1,030 feet of 2” bare steel, and 1,880 
feet of 4” bare steel with 990 feet of 2” polyethelene and 2,282 feet of 8” coated, 
cathodically protected main respectively. This project was driven by municipal 
improvement work and the age and condition of the existing facilities. 
 
The incremental cost difference for the various segments is as follows: 

 
• 2” coated steel (to replace 2” bare steel) vs. the 2” polyethelene that 
was actually used is (minus) –$3.76 per foot or -$3,722 for this portion of 
the project. 
• 4” coated steel (to replace 4” bare steel) vs. the 8” coated steel that was 
actually used is $9.37 per foot or $17,615 for this portion of the project. 
• Further, an additional 402 feet of 8” coated steel was installed at an 
average cost of $38.55 per foot or $15,497. 

 
Therefore the total incremental cost of enlarging the size of the replacement pipe and 
expanding the project length slightly was $29,390. 
 
List No. 44 
 
This project is associated with the replacement of 520 feet of 2” (poorly) coated 1954 
steel with 2” coated steel, and 6,190 feet of 8” bare steel with 6,320 of 12” coated, 
cathodically protected steel. The purposes for the project included the replacement of 
the 2” & 4” bare steel, and to add additional capacity to the area. 
 
The incremental cost difference for the various segments is as follows: 

 
• There is no incremental cost difference in replacing 2” bare steel with 2” 
coated steel for this portion of the project. 
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• 8” coated steel (to replace 8” bare steel) vs. the 12” coated steel that 
was actually used is  $21.15 per foot or $133,668 for this portion of the 
project. 

 
Therefore the total incremental cost of enlarging the size of the replacement pipe and 
expanding the project length slightly was $133,668. 
 
List No. 68 
 
This project is associated with the replacement of 12,750 feet of 6” bare steel, 110 feet 
of 6” coated unprotected steel, 20 feet of 6” polyethelene, 781 feet of 4” bare steel, 40 
feet of 3” bare steel, and 660 feet of 2” bare steel, with 13,390 feet of 12” coated steel, 
27 feet of 6” polyethelene, 579 feet of 4” polyethelene, 371 feet of 2 “ coated steel, and 
306 feet of 2” polyethelene. The purpose of this project was to replace old bare steel 
pipe during municipal street reconstruction.  
 
The incremental cost difference for the replacement of the 6” bare steel segment with 
the 12” coated steel replacement segment (which was the only substantive size 
difference in the project) is as follows: 
 

• 6” coated steel (to replace 6” bare steel) vs. the 12” coated steel that 
was actually used is  $28.38 per foot or $380,008. 

 
Therefore the total incremental cost of enlarging the size of the replacement pipe was 
$380,008. 
 
List No.79 
 
This project is associated with the replacement of 98 feet of 2” bare and coated 
unprotected steel main, 17 feet of 4” coated unprotected steel main, and 5,496 feet of 
4” bare and coated unprotected steel with 98 feet of 2” polyethelene and 5,496 of 4” & 
6” polyethelene respectively (the 4” portion of this was 112 feet). This project was 
driven by municipal improvement work and the age and condition of the existing 
facilities. 
 
The incremental cost difference for the various segments is as follows: 
 

• 2” coated steel (to replace 2” bare or coated unprotected steel) vs. the 
2” polyethelene that was actually used is (minus) –$3.76 per foot or -$368 
for this portion of the project. 
• 4” coated steel (to replace 4” bare or coated unprotected steel) vs. the 
6” polyethelene that was actually used is (minus) –$4.68 per foot or -
$25,721 for this portion of the project. 

 
Therefore the total incremental cost savings by substituting polyethelene for steel 
(despite the increased pipe diameter) was a saving of -$26,089. 
 
List No. 85
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This project is associated with the replacement of 6,250” of 12” coated steel, 1,250 feet 
of cast iron, 80 feet of wrought iron, and 125 feet of 1.25” wrought iron, with 5,225 feet 
of 16” coated steel and 125 feet of 1” coated steel. This project was necessary 
because the MBTA who’s property these facilities were on required us to relocate the 
gas facilities off of their ROW. 
 
The incremental cost difference for the various segments is as follows: 
 

• 12” coated steel (to replace 12” coated steel) vs. the 16” coated steel 
that was actually used is $62.17 per foot, which at today’s cost would be 
$324,838 for this portion of the project.  
• Since this is more than the entire cost of this project in 1995, which was 
$250,733, it is clear that using current costs for 16” coated steel installations 
is not a good basis for comparison.  

 
Therefore the Company cannot produce a creditable cost difference analysis for this 
project due to the very limited use today of 16” coated steel, (thus there is little data on 
steel prices or contactor costs), and a lack of comparative incremental cost data for the 
difference between 12” and 16” installation in 1995.    
 
All of that said, if forced to assign an incremental cost the Company estimates that 
35% of the actual cost was related to the incremental difference in pipe size or 
approximately $87,756 in incremental cost for the total project. 
 
List No. 95 
 
This project is associated with the replacement of 6,587 3” bare steel, 660 feet of 1.5” 
bare steel, and 4,965 feet of 2” bare steel, with 6,187 feet of 8” coated steel main. This 
project was necessary due to municipal work in the area, and addressed both the age 
and condition of the existing facilities as well as providing increased capacity to the 
system. 
 
The incremental cost difference for the various segments is as follows: 
 

• 4” coated steel (to replace 3” bare steel) vs. the 8” coated steel that was 
actually used is $9.37 per foot or $57,972 for this portion of the project. 
• That said, 6025 feet of 3”, 2” and 1.5” bare steel was abandoned. If 
these facilities had simply been replaced size-for-size with 2” coated steel at 
an average total cost of $30.00 per foot, the total project would have cost an 
additional $180,750. 

 
Therefore, by reducing the scope of the job and not replacing the entire length of pipe 
that was abandoned, the Company saved $122,778 despite the increase in pipe 
diameter on the portion of system that was replaced. 
 
List No. 96  
 
This project is associated with the replacement of 3,140 feet of 8” cast iron, 3,650 feet 
of 6” cast iron, 1,600 feet of 4” cast iron, 846 feet of 6” bare and unprotected coated 
steel, 200 feet of 4” bare steel, 2,015 feet of bare and unprotected coated steel, 280 
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feet of 2” bare steel, 380 feet of 4” wrought iron, 990 feet of 2” wrought iron, and 620 
feet of 1.25” wrought iron pipe with 9,400 feet of 8” coated steel, 540 feet of 12” steel, 
and 4,033 feet of 2” polyethelene respectively. This project was necessary due to 
municipal work in the area, and addressed both the age and condition of the existing 
facilities as well as providing increased capacity to the system. 
 
The incremental cost difference for the various segments is as follows: 
 

• 8” coated steel (to replace 8” cast Iron) vs. the 12” coated steel that was 
actually used is an incremental $21.15 per foot or $10,998 for this portion of 
the project. 
• 8” coated steel to (replace 8” cast iron) is like-for-like size and since cast 
iron cannot be used, steel is the closest material substitute, so there is no 
difference in cost for this portion of the project. 
• 6” coated steel (to replace 6” cast Iron) vs. the 8” coated steel that was 
actually used is an incremental $7.23 per foot or $26,389 for this portion of 
the project. 
•   6” coated steel (to replace 6” bare and coated unprotected steel) vs. 
the 8” coated steel that was actually used is an incremental $7.23 per foot 
or $6,116 for this portion of the project. 
• 4” coated steel (to replace 4” bare steel and wrought iron) vs. the 8” 
coated steel that was actually used is an incremental $9.37 per foot or 
$5,434 for this portion of the project. 
• 4” coated steel (to replace 3” bare steel) vs. the 8” coated steel that was 
actually used is an incremental $9.37 per foot or $15,966 for this portion of 
the project. 
• 4” coated steel (to replace 4” bare steel wrought iron) vs. the 2” 
polyethelene that was actually used is an incremental saving of (minus) -
$9.55 per foot or a saving of $2,970 for this portion of the project. 
• 2” coated steel (to replace 2” bare steel and wrought iron) vs. the 2” 
polyethelene that was actually used is an incremental saving of (minus) -
$3.76 per foot or $5,903 for this portion of the project. 
• 2” coated steel (to replace 1.25” wrought iron) vs. the 2” polyethelene 
that was actually used is an incremental saving of (minus) -$3.76 per foot or 
$2,331 for this portion of the project. 

 
Therefore the total incremental cost to the project was $53,699. This occurred as a 
result of enlarging the diameter of some sections as pipe to increase capacity, 
substituting polyethelene for coated steel pipe in other sections to reduce cost, while 
eliminated nearly 3 miles of old bare steel, wrought iron and cast iron, in an area of 
municipal construction. 
 
List No. 98   
 
This project is associated with the replacement of 4,220 feet of 4” bare steel main, and 
160 feet of 2” bare steel main, with 4,220” of 8” coated steel and 160” of 2” 
polyethelene respectively. The purpose of this project was to replace old bare steel 
pipe during municipal street reconstruction, and to add thru-put capacity to the system. 
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The incremental cost difference for the various segments is as follows: 
 

• 4” coated steel (to replace 4” bare steel) vs. the 8” coated steel that was 
actually used is an incremental $9.37 per foot or $39,541 for this portion of 
the project. 
• 2” coated steel (to replace 2” bare steel) vs. the 2” polyethelene that 
was actually used is an incremental (minus) -$3.76 per foot or -$601 for this 
portion of the project. 

 
Therefore the total incremental cost of enlarging the size of the replacement pipe 
minus the savings of substituting the 2” polyethelene for the 2” coated steel was 
$38,939. 
 
List No. 101 
 
This project is associated with the replacement of 4,509 feet of 4” bare steel, 513 feet 
of 6” coated steel, 220 feet of 4” coated steel 735 feet of 2” bare steel, with 5,246 feet 
of 8” coated steel. The purpose of this project was to add incremental capacity to the 
Seekonk system to avoid possible service interruptions during the winter of 1993\1994. 
As an additional benefit, approximately 1 mile of 4” and 2” bare steel was eliminated 
from the system. 
 
The incremental cost difference for the various segments is as follows: 
 

• 4” coated steel (to replace 4” bare steel) vs. the 8” coated steel that was 
actually used is an incremental $9.37 per foot or $42,249 for this portion of 
the project. 
• 2” coated steel (to replace 2” bare steel) vs. the 8” coated steel that was 
actually used is an incremental $15.16 per foot or $11,142 for this portion of 
the project. 

 
Therefore the total incremental cost of enlarging the size of the replacement pipe was 
$53,391 for the total project. 

 
List No. 106 
 
This project is associated with the replacement of 4,290 feet of 3” bare steel, and 
approximately 150 feet of assorted 2” and 3” coated steel mains with 4,290” of 
8”coated steel, and approximately 150 feet of 4” and 2” polyethelene respectively. The 
purpose of this project was to add incremental capacity to the Brant Rock section of the 
Marshfield system to avoid possible service interruptions during the winter of 
1992\1993. As an additional benefit, approximately 4,290” of 3” bare steel main was 
eliminated from the system. 
 
The incremental cost difference for the various segments is as follows: 
 

• 4” coated steel (to replace 3” bare steel) vs. the 8” coated steel that was 
actually used is an incremental $9.37 per foot or $40,197 for this portion of 
the project. 
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• 2” coated steel (to replace the assorted 2” and 3” coated steel 
segments) vs. the 2” polyethelene that was actually used is an incremental 
savings of (minus) -$3.76 per foot or a saving of -$564 for this portion of the 
project. 

 
Therefore the total incremental cost of enlarging the size of the replacement pipe 
minus the savings of substituting the 2” polyethelene for the 2” coated steel was 
$39,633. 



COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS 
DEPARTMENT OF TELECOMMUNICATIONS AND ENERGY 

 
RESPONSE OF BAY STATE GAS COMPANY TO  

RECORD REQUESTS FROM THE D.T.E. 
D.T.E. 05-27 

 
Date: August 24, 2005 

 
Responsible: Danny C. Cote, General Manager  

 

RR-DTE-167: With reference to the Dog Lane, Marshfield map, please indicate whether 
or not the pipe labeled 4-inch CS-61 is cathodically protected. 

 
Response:    

   Yes, both the 4” coated steel 1961 main on Dog Lane and the 4” coated 
steel 1969 main on Pleasant St. are catholically protected by a rectifier 
located on Pine St. in Marshfield (See RR-DTE-167 Attachment A, the 
highlighted entries).  

 
The system was last tested on July 27th 2005 (See page 1 of Attachment 
A) by William Crowley of New England CP, and the testing verified that 
the system was protected. The Company’s electronic records system 
indicates that these facilities have been under cathodic protection since at 
least 1987.  
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COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS 
DEPARTMENT OF TELECOMMUNICATIONS AND ENERGY 

 
RESPONSE OF BAY STATE GAS COMPANY TO  

RECORD REQUESTS FROM THE USWA, AFL-CIO\CLC  
 

D.T.E. 05-27 
 

Date: August 24, 2005 
 

Responsible: Stephen H. Bryant, President 
 

SUPPLEMENTAL RESPONSE 
 

RR-USWA 10:  What was the cost of the online call-aid, and to upgrade the 
interactive voice-response system and the front-end call-switch?  
Also, include the cost of any other purchases or leases of 
technology at the Call Center for the purpose of improving service 
quality. 

 
Response: Attachment RR-USWA-10 is a schedule that provides the original 

cost and net book value of all assets associated with the 
Springfield Call Center. 

 
SUPPLEMENTAL 
RESPONSE: Attachment RR-USWA-10 was erroneously omitted from the 

Company’s August 18, 2005 response, and is now included 
herein. 



Bay State Gas Company
DTE 05-27

Attachment RR-USWA-10

Net Book
Yr. in Service Book Cost Depr Rate Age 6/30/2005

391 Office Equipment 1998 $1,138,527.01 0.1074 7yr $282,582.41
1999 92,924.26 0.1074 6yr 33,043.87
2000 159,766.93 0.1074 5yr 73,972.09
2001 12,815.36 0.1074 4yr 7,309.89
2002 1,930.00 0.1074 3yr 1,308.15

$1,405,963.56 $398,216.41

Net Book
397 Communications Equip Yr. in Service Book Cost Depr Rate Age 6/30/2005

1999 $618,480.00 0.0531 6yr. $421,432.26
2003 89,805.31 0.0531 2yr. 80,267.99

$708,285.31 $501,700.25

Net Book
Book Cost 6/30/2005

Total Investment Call Center Springfield $2,114,248.87 $899,916.66

Springfield Call Center
Total Investment as of 6/30/05



COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS 
DEPARTMENT OF TELECOMMUNICATIONS AND ENERGY 

 
RESPONSE OF BAY STATE GAS COMPANY TO  

RECORD REQUESTS FROM THE USWA, AFL-CIO\CLC  
 

D.T.E. 05-27 
 

Date: August 24, 2005 
 

Responsible: Stephen H. Bryant, President 
 

RR-USWA-11:  Please submit all documents received, or to be received, by Mr. Bryant, 
regarding IBM’s administration, or proposed administration, of the 
Smithfield, PA call center.   

 
 
Response: At this time, Mr. Bryant has not received any documents regarding 

IBM’s administration, or proposed administration, of the Smithfield, PA 
call center.  If Mr. Bryant receives any documents regarding this issue 
prior to the close of the record in this docket, this response will be 
supplemented. 



COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS 
DEPARTMENT OF TELECOMMUNICATIONS AND ENERGY 

 
RESPONSE OF BAY STATE GAS COMPANY TO  

RECORD REQUESTS FROM THE USWA, AFL-CIO\CLC  
 

D.T.E. 05-27 
 

Date: August 24, 2005 
 

Responsible: Stephen H. Bryant, President 
 

RR-USWA-13:  Please submit any information Mr. Bryant receives about the IBM or 
Vertex management of call centers at other companies that have 
chosen to outsource with either company. 

 
 
Response: At this time, Mr. Bryant has not received any information regarding the 

IBM or Vertex management of call centers at other companies that have 
chosen to outsource with either company.  If Mr. Bryant receives any 
information regarding this issue prior to the close of the record in this 
docket, this response will be supplemented. 
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